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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 3-5, 7-9, 11-13, 20 and 31 -33 are currently pending and claims 1,2,6, 
10, 14-19 and 21-30 are canceled. 

2. In view of the Pre-Brief Conference request filed on 21 September 2008, 
PROSECUTION IS HEREBY REOPENED. 

To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the 
following two options: 

(1 ) file a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non-final) or a reply 
under 37 CFR 1.113 (if this Office action is final); or, 

(2) initiate a new appeal by filing a notice of appeal under 37 CFR 41 .31 followed 
by an appeal brief under 37 CFR 41 .37. The previously paid notice of appeal fee and 
appeal brief fee can be applied to the new appeal. If, however, the appeal fees set forth 
in 37 CFR 41 .20 have been increased since they were previously paid, then appellant 
must pay the difference between the increased fees and the amount previously paid. 

A Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE) has approved of reopening prosecution by 
signing below. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 3-5, 7-9, 11-13, 20 and 31-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over US Patent No 7,065,742 to Bogdan (hereafter Bogdan) in 
view of US PGPub 2005/0149847 to Chandler (hereafter Chandler) in view of US 
Patent No 7,458,082 to Slaughter et al (hereafter Slaughter). 

Referring to claim 3, the combination Chandler and Bogdan and Slaughter 
(hereafter Bogdan/Chandler/Slaughter) discloses the method according to Claim 32, 
wherein the input document is a structured document [XML document] (Chandler: see 
[0038], lines 1-2). 

Referring to claim 4, Bogdan/Chandler/Slaughter discloses the method 
according to Claim 3, wherein the structured document is encoded in Extensible Markup 
Language ("XML") (Chandler: see [0038], lines 1-2). 

Referring to claim 5, Bogdan/Chandler/Slaughter discloses the method 
according to Claim 32, wherein the generated output comprises at least one object 
representation generated from the input document (Bogdan: see column 2, line 56 - 
column 3, line 44). 

Referring to claim 7, Bogdan/Chandler/Slaughter discloses the method 
according to Claim 33, wherein the second syntax level schema definition is requested 
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by specifying a schema name of the second schema definition, to which the generated 
output must adhere (Chandler: see [0038], lines 15-19). 

Referring to claim 8, Bogdan/Chandler/Slaughter discloses the method 
according to Claim 33, wherein the second syntax level schema definition is requested 
by specifying a schema name of the second schema definition, indicating that the 
second schema definition is to be used by the validating parser when generating the 
output (Chandler: see [0038], lines 15-19). 

Referring to claim 9, Bogdan/Chandler/Slaughter discloses the method 
according to Claim 8, wherein the schema name is specified, by the application 
program, as a feature on an invocation of the validating parser (Chandler: see [0038]). 

Referring to claim 11, Bogdan/Chandler/Slaughter discloses the method 
according to Claim 32, wherein the identification of the first syntax level schema 
definition in the input document comprises a specification, is specified in the syntax of 
the input document, of the first schema definition (Chandler: see [0038]). 

Referring to claim 12, Bogdan/Chandler/Slaughter discloses the method 
according to Claim 32, wherein the identification of the first schema definition in 
specification ha the syntax of the input document uses a schema location construct in 
the input document (Chandler: see [0038]). 

Referring to claim 13, Bogdan discloses a computer-implemented method of 
casting objects, comprising: 

providing a validating parser [XML parser] that is adapted for validating whether 
syntax elements of an input document conform to a first schema [extended schema] 
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definition identified in the input document while generating output objects, from the 
validated syntax elements of the input document, that conform to a second schema 
definition dynamically selected by a consuming application of the generated output 
objects [manner defined by the application] (see column 2, line 56 - column 3, line 44); 

using the validating parser for validating whether the syntax elements of the input 
document conform to the first schema definition, wherein: 

the first schema definition is an extended schema [extended schema] (see 
column 2, line 56 - column 3, line 44); 

using the validating parser, responsive to the validating of the syntax elements, 
for according to a first syntax level while generating the output objects to conform to the 
from the input using the validating parser, according to a second syntax level schema 
definition, wherein: 

the second schema definition is a base schema [base Ul hierarchy] from which 
the extended schema was extended, such that the extended schema defines at least 
one syntax element that is not defined in the base schema (see column 2, line 56 - 
column 3, line 44); and 

providing the generated output objects, by the validating parser, for use by the 
consuming application program (column 3, lines 27-42). 

Bogdan fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation wherein the first schema 
definition is identified in the input document. Chandler discloses using, by a validating 
parser, a first syntax level for validating syntax elements when parsing syntax of an 
input document [the entire document is validated] (see [0037]), including the further 
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limitation wherein the first schema definition is identified in the input document (see 
[0037]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to utilize the method of Chandler for identifying the syntax level with the input 
document of Bogdan. One would have been motivated to do so in order to increase 
efficiency by providing only necessary elements to the application through the use of an 
identified syntax level, thereby decreasing the amount of information received by the 
application. 

While the combination of Bogdan and Chandler (hereafter Bogdan/Chandler) 
discloses application specific generation of objects (Bogdan: see column 3, lines 27-42), 
Bogdan/Chandler fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation of the generating further 
comprises suppressing, by the validating parser not generating any output object for 
any of the at least one of the validated syntax element that is defined in the extended 
schema but not defined in the base schema elements from the generated output objects 
in order that the generated output objects will be valid according conform to the second 
syntax level schema definition. Slaughter discloses the concept of a space containing a 
base schema and a plurality of schema extensions, including the further limitation of the 
generating further comprises suppressing, by the validating parser not generating any 
output object for any of the at least one of the validated syntax element that is defined in 
the extended schema but not defined in the base schema elements from the generated 
output objects in order that the generated output objects will be valid according conform 
to the second syntax level schema definition (see column 45, lines 4-35). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to utilize the limiting feature of Slaughter in order to limit the output of 
Bogdan/Chandler to contain only objects that conform to the base schema. One would 
have been motivated to do so in order to provide different levels of service to different 
clients depending on the client's authentication. 

Referring to claim 20, Bogdan/Chandler/Slaughter discloses the method 
according to Claim 13, wherein: the first syntax level second schema definition is the 
base schema; an intermediate schema definition extends the base schema by adding at 
least one syntax element not defined in the base schema; and the first schema 
definition extends the intermediate schema definition by adding at least one syntax 
element not defined in the intermediate schema definition; and the generating further 
comprises not generating any output object for any of the at least one syntax element 
that is defined in the intermediate schema but not in the base schema represents a 
plurality of extensions to the second syntax level (Bogdan: see column 1 1 , lines 1 8-44). 

Referring to claim 31, Bogdan discloses a computer-implemented method of 
providing validation and parsing for clients, comprising steps of: 

a validating parser [XML parser] adapted for validating an input document while 
generating output, from the validated input document, according to a second schema 
definition dynamically selected by a consuming application of the generated output (see 
column 2, line 56 - column 3, line 44); 

to dynamically select a syntax abstraction level for use when generating output 
from the validating parser (see column 3, lines 27-42); 
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validating syntax elements of the input document with the provided validating 
parser according to the first schema definition, wherein the first schema definition 
validation is performed according to a first syntax level is an extended schema which 
specifies a syntax definition to which the syntax elements of the input document are to 
adhere (see column 2, line 56 - column 3, line 44); and 

the syntax abstraction level is a less-restrictive version of the first syntax level; 
and each of the suppressed syntax elements is valid according to the first syntax level 
extended schema but is not valid according to the syntax abstraction level base schema 
see (column 2, line 56 - column 3, line 44). 

Bogdan fails to explicitly disclose the further limitations wherein the first schema 
definition is identified in the input document and obtaining an input document to be 
validated and parsed. Chandler discloses using, by a validating parser, a first syntax 
level for validating syntax elements when parsing syntax of an input document [the 
entire document is validated] (see [0037]), including the further limitations wherein the 
first schema definition is identified in the input document (see [0037]) and obtaining an 
input document to be validated and parsed for the client (see [0038], lines 1-3). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to utilize the method of Chandler for identifying the syntax level with the input 
document of Bogdan. One would have been motivated to do so in order to increase 
efficiency by providing only necessary elements to the application through the use of an 
identified syntax level, thereby decreasing the amount of information received by the 
application. 
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While Bogdan/Chandler discloses application specific generation of objects 
(Bogdan: see column 3, lines 27-42), Bogdan/Chandler fails to explicitly disclose the 
further limitation of responsive to the validating of the syntax elements, parsing the 
validated syntax elements to generate the output for the consuming application 
according to the second schema definition, wherein the second schema definition is a 
base schema from which the extended schema was extended, thereby suppressing at 
least one of the validated syntax elements when generating the output for the 
consuming application, from the input document with the provided validating parser, for 
use by the client, wherein: the generated output has syntax that conforms to the syntax 
abstraction level that has been dynamically selected by the client. Slaughter discloses 
the concept of a space containing a base schema and a plurality of schema extensions, 
including the further limitation of responsive to the validating of the syntax elements, 
parsing the validated syntax elements to generate the output for the consuming 
application according to the second schema definition, wherein the second schema 
definition is a base schema from which the extended schema was extended, thereby 
suppressing at least one of the validated syntax elements when generating the output 
for the consuming application, from the input document with the provided validating 
parser, for use by the client, wherein: the generated output has syntax that conforms to 
the syntax abstraction level that has been dynamically selected by the client (see 
column 45, lines 4-35). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to utilize the limiting feature of Slaughter in order to limit the output of 
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Bogdan/Chandler to contain only objects that conform to the base schema. One would 
have been motivated to do so in order to provide different levels of service to different 
clients depending on the client's authentication. 

Referring to claim 32, Bogdan discloses a computer-implemented method of 
applying abstraction by a validating parser, comprising steps of: 

Bogdan discloses using, by a validating parser, a first schema definition syntax 
level for validating syntax elements when parsing syntax of an input document (see 
column 2, line 56 - column 3, line 44); and 

the first schema definition is an extended schema (see column 2, line 56 - 
column 3, line 44); and 

the second schema definition is a base schema from which the extended schema 
is extended, such that the extended schema defines at least one syntax element that is 
not defined in the base schema (see column 2, line 56 - column 3, line 44). 

Bogdan fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation wherein the first schema 
definition is identified in the input document. Chandler discloses using, by a validating 
parser, a first syntax level for validating syntax elements when parsing syntax of an 
input document [the entire document is validated] (see [0037]), including the further 
limitation wherein the first schema definition is identified in the input document (see 
[0037]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to utilize the method of Chandler for identifying the syntax level with the input 
document of Bogdan. One would have been motivated to do so in order to increase 
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efficiency by providing only necessary elements to the application through the use of an 
identified syntax level, thereby decreasing the amount of information received by the 
application. 

While Bogdan/Chandler discloses application specific generation of objects 
(Bogdan: see column 3, lines 27-42), Bogdan/Chandler fails to explicitly disclose the 
further limitation of omitting, by the validating parser, at least one of the validated syntax 
elements when generating output from the parsed syntax of the input document, each of 
at least one of the validated wherein each of the omitted syntax elements which is valid 
according to the first schema definition syntax level but is not valid according to a 
second schema definition syntax level for which the output is generated. Slaughter 
discloses the concept of a space containing a base schema and a plurality of schema 
extensions, including the further limitation of omitting, by the validating parser, at least 
one of the validated syntax elements when generating output from the parsed syntax of 
the input document, each of at least one of the validated wherein each of the omitted 
syntax elements which is valid according to the first schema definition syntax level but is 
not valid according to a second schema definition syntax level for which the output is 
generated, wherein (see column 45, lines 4-35). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to utilize the limiting feature of Slaughter in order to limit the output of 
Bogdan/Chandler to contain only objects that conform to the base schema. One would 
have been motivated to do so in order to provide different levels of service to different 
clients depending on the client's authentication. 
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Referring to claim 33, Bogdan/Chandler/Slaughter discloses method according 
to Claim 32, wherein the second syntax level schema definition is dynamically 
requested, to the validating parser, by an application program for which the output is 
being generated (Bogdan: see column 3, lines 27-42). 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Application/Control Number: 10/626,340 
Art Unit: 2167 



Page 13 



Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KIMBERLY LOVEL whose telephone number is 
(571)272-2750. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cottingham can be reached on (571) 272-7079. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/John R. Cottingham/ /Kimberly Lovel/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2167 Examiner 

Art Unit 2167 

3 January 2008 
/kl/ 



